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The pr1mary a1m of this paper is to describe current policy issues
raffecting the practice of,psychq1ogy‘1n the scheo1s, part1cu1arly in . -
~re1atjdn to home-scnodT consuftation. As'the decade of the 1980's begin, N
there are'severa1 concrete, definab1e issues that.are underscored by -
1eg1s1ated mandates of one type or anotherf The term "1eg1s1at1on" d
'broad1y used here to 1nc1ude ob11gatory requirements found in federa] or
. state laws, Judge-made 1aw and court rulings, and rules or reguTations “
promu]gated by state and federal agencies. Loca] po11c1es *and profess1ona1
. codes of eth1cs are only somet1me-‘1ega11y b1nd1ng, but must a1so’ge con=
VR sidered in the broad COntext of mandates affect1ng psy&bologica] practice
: in schools. The sp%c1f1é prov1s10ns of PL 94-142 and other federa] Tegis-
1at1on w11T ‘not be presented since there has been much, wr1tten a]ready : 2
[for exp]anation of the 1mpact of federal 1eg1s1at10n on school psychology ﬁ)
.7/f§ee Bersoff (1975), Moyder (1279), ?rasse (1978)\ and Pryzwansky and Bersoff
: (]978)]. Instead, some deneraT remarks will be offered on the consequences
of massive 1egis1at1on dn psychology practiced in ézschoo1 s‘tting. .
N Schoo] psycholog*éts shouLd be acare of the 1egis1ation reTated to’
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The pr1mar; a1m_9} this paper is to describe current policy issues
raffecting the pract%ce of,psycho1ogy‘in the schoo1s, particularly in . o
-re]atjon to home-schooT consuftation. As‘the decade of the 1980's begin, e
there are'several concrete, definab1e issues that.are underscored by -
1eg1s1ated mandates of one type or anotherf The teym "1eg1s1at1on" d
’broad1y used fere to 1nc1ude ob11gatory requ1rements found in federa] or
. state laws, Judge-made 1aw and court rulings, and rules or reguTations
promulgated by state and federal agencies. Loéa] po11c1es *and profess1ona1 o
. codes of eth1cs are only sometime-hiega11y b1nd1ng, but must a]so’ge con=
VR sidered in the broad COntext of mandates affect1ng psy&hologica] practice
¥ in schoo1s. The sp3c1f1é prov1s1ons of PL 94-142 and other federa] legis-

1at1on wi]T not be presented since there has been much, written’ a]ready : /
[for exp]anat1on of the 1mpact of federal 1eg1s]at1on on school psychology T?

o

.7’f§ee Bersoff (1975), Mouder (1279), ?rasse (1978)‘ and Pryzwansky and Bersoff
! (1978{5.' Instead, some penera1 remarks will be offered on the consequences
of massive 1egis1at1on dn psychology practiced in azschoo1 s(tting .

N Schoo1 psycho1og*§ts should be acare of the 1egis1at10n reTated to’
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. atileast fogr,distinct‘po]icy issues that have surfaced in public schools:

procedural protection, bias and discrimination, confidentiality and data . ' t' —]
’privacy, and the'expanding role of public schools. Before discussjng these

issues, it should be helpful to explain why we should be so concerned.,

The following quote is taken from an article written by a schodl psychology’
.trainer (Trachtman, 1979): ) X T .

\ ’ . ‘ ¢
Day in and dai‘put&the.schoo] psychologist is inundatéd with ;;% % ‘

r . new rules, new regu]ations, reports '¢f new legislation.or g o
| .
recent court rulings that will short\zxproddf? further new rules
\ and regu]at1ons end ed1tor1a]s and positions and taskforce 0N <

recommendat1ons that may short]y lead -to add1t1ona] 1eg1s]at1on .

> : or further legal rulings thatﬂw111 yield still more rules and v,
’ . ( ~3
regulations. (Pi 378) T -

) ~ \] .
, There' are probably few school psychologists who would disagree with Professor -

-

Trachtmah's description of our current state of legal affairs, and most would

-

. \ agree that massive 1eg1s]at1on has, changed the way we pract1ce in schoo]s,
! .

y The cloud of legalistic confus1on that cont1nues .to surround,bur profess1on
. . i ]
! . has a positiye side, hozfyer, and we wou]d be wise to understand it. The

' Y
¢ laws, rules, regu]at1ons and coqstxdecis1ons related to our practice in schoo]s

’

also "contain W1th1n them thé’seed yfor broad and exc1t1ng'ro]es as well”. /"

R

2 (p. 586). In fact, we have been du]y warned by Bardon (1980) that the -« 4 ¢

survival/y4 our profession partia]]y depends on 1mmed1ate attempts to broaden

« 7. our pracﬁice. The current interest in home-school. consyltdtion is an

' M -~

. example .of one such opportun1ty, put this area %f services shoqu be undgrr
»  stood in terms of the policy 1ssues which creafed th1s opportun1ty.\\ :

In recent years there has developed a strong 1mpetus in Amer1pan schools

: to provide more family-oriented .dervices (Lombard, 1979). 'These services .. .
\ - * h & = i -
v ’ - B 1 L - i -
. - By ' 3
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~include the use of parents and sibkings as a source of asseSsment data ~

’ ¢ . ’ , \-‘*—/ e
Eﬁe involvement of/fgrenté and other family members g;xh intervention °
f . , .. 4 1 ‘. ‘j

strategies,'incréased emphasis on home-school partnership particularly for

[ 4

. . 7 early ch1]dhood programs, and the sharing of psycho]og1ca] f1nd1ngs -and

-

reports. The opportun1ty for home-school consultation in_treating educa-
t1ona] and psychp]og1ca] prob]ems of‘students is a form1déb]e cha]]enge ’
/?)the trad1t1ona1 role of schoo] psycho]og1sts. Upon accept1ng this
a11enge,: we shou]d be aware of at least four" policy 1ssues and related
1egis]atioh which are highly visible in public schoo]s today.
. ‘ : : Procedural Protection
| G *
when procedural protect1on is dfgzﬁksed the emphasis is usua]]y p]aced
on safeguards(fbr parents or the student., A careful reading of state and
federal ;egulétions will reveal that the major categories of procedyral'
safeguards a]so offer protection to school persqonnel as well. Thé following
comments are adapted from Julka (1980): )
.[\% Notice. Before a school  district initiates or changes a student's
> evaluation findingi{and/or educatioﬁal\placément, a written no?ice must be
) {A _ ‘keceived,b&_parentE. Among .other tﬁings, this notice.must contain a des-
: cription of the evaluation proéedures, tests and psychofdbica] records used
~as a basis for brOposed or refused action. The federa{ Bureau of Education.
for the Hanaicap ed (BEH)-has add{é;onally proposed that generic categor-
ization not be/relied upon in notices to parents. The means that it is g ~
ne 1onger acceptabie to merely 1nform paﬁents that their ch11d has been
reief?bd to a psycho]ogist for an "IQ test" or for "achievement testing."
If this kind of generic categorizat1on is usede they must be accompanied

’

. . ¢ N ) N
by a description of what is meant by "IQ" or "achievement test" and references

.’. . R . : ‘i ') h ,/' 7

AN

to specific instruments. ‘ (
. ’ \
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Many school districts-use a form.]etter to;pErents exp]ainipg the
. -reasbns for referral to a psychologist and the nature éé‘the evaluation
to be done, but psychologists should always know exgctly what parents
have been told about a brospettiﬁe evaluation. This is especially important, ;
.when perents cqntact tﬁelschoo1'after receivin; a notice and their questions
are aﬁsﬁered b& a non-psychologist. There is a serious'ethical concern
" underlying teis;syeﬁet1on, if th: psychologist merely assumes that parents
(or students in come cases) understand and agree to the psycho]og1ca1 procedures
that may be used. It is very tempting for ;\s;hoo1 adm1nistrator,to downplay .
N a parent's concern about'the vagaries of psychological testing, a?d to assure’
the parent that on]x routiﬁe educational testing will be done thatwdoes qot .
delve into family secrets. 5 psychélogist who actively pursues‘evidence
of family distress‘in this situation‘cdu]d be committing a- serious proced@ral.
or even ethical impropriety. A related concern is the”determination of
psycho]og1ca1 tests and procedures to be used which in pract1ca11y all
instances should be determined by the psycho]og]st who sees the studeAt

“and ;et by administrative fiat or the convénient use pf form letters with

[a checklist of “tests.’

) Consent.’ The requirement for.written parental consent for an assessment’
or initial p1efement:of a stedent in a special education program 3pes not
appear in.fe&eral 1ew, but actuai]y,%nitiated in PL94-142‘regg1atjoes
ﬁromu]gated by BEH. 'It is a]so surprising to dgny school psychologists that

;these fédera¥ regu]at1ons do not require written consent for assessments
conducted after the studegi s inmti@l pLacement (only written notice 1s
required by Pt 94-142). Recbnt federal regu1atiohs have added some confusion, ¥

however, with the following mandate (Federal Register, April 3, 1980):

- 5. - .
(b) No=student may be requifed, as part-of any program of the
£ . . - . .




y N
_Education D1v1s1on, to subm1t to...psycho]og1ca1 exam1nat1on,
,testing or treatment, 1n wh1ch the pr1mary purpose s to reveal

‘1nformatqon conceyn1ng any of the folTowrng.... . .

o (2) Menta] and ﬁsychologica] prob]ems(potent1a11y embarass1ng

to the student or his family. - e
< {3)" Sex Behayiors and attitudes.

~

(4) Illegal, anti-social, self-ifcriminating and demeaning

5

bdhavior. ) - Y B RO o

(5) Critical appraisaﬁs of other fndiyidhaTS'withiwhom respon- .
. dents have close fam11y ré]ationsh1psd R _11; ‘
The app]ﬁcab111ty of th1s mandate is not clear at;th1s point, but it has

tremendous 1mp11£at1ons for a]] psychologists working in schoo]s. Ngt |

- only cduld tPgs mandate app]y to hand1capped students, but wr1tten parental

and in some cases even student consent cou]d be required for all forms of

psychological practice in schools. . 2

»

Opportunitx,to Be Heard. Both federal and state legislation require

initial and per1od1c meetings on the p]acement of handicapped. students.
The school psycho]og1st is not required, per se, to attend these meetJngs
except that a/few states requ1re psychological 1nput for some d1sab111ty
' areasa[ If parents use these meetings to raise questions or object to -
'ﬁndings,sthe explanation and ‘possible defense of psychalogical data could -
ge/done by non—psycho]ogists. This rcumstance not only.increases the_“‘
\risk of misinterpretation of psycho]ogﬁcal data, but {t may result 1n
fnadequate xplanations’ to concbyped parents. As 1ong as psychological
data is crucfa] n making placement deo%sions, parents should have the
opportunity } to pos questions or concerns directly to the.psychologist

doing the evaluation Secondari]y, but also 1mportant, the psychologist .
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*should have the opportunity to exp1aiﬁ and dgfend his/her findingg School
sychologists shou]d rea]1ze that these p1ann1ng meetings prov1de them an
N, opportun1ty to be heard Pryzwansky and Bersoff (192@\ qffer some usefu]

suggest1ons forvizfdyn1cat1ng psycho]og1ca1,f1nd1ngs tp parents in such
X . o ;

c1rcumstances.

U -

The‘nse of forma] hearings -is anothercmeans for parents and school

perSonne] to have an :ﬁportun1ty to be heard. It is imbortaﬁt for psy--

cho]og1sts to- know that students are requ1red to remain in the *current
edeational placement unt11 adm1n1strat1ve or Jud1c1a1 hear1ngs are
completed. ‘'The psycho]og1ca1 consequences in these cases should be

carefu]ly examined and forma]]y shared with parents and other school per-

7
»

sonna], since delayed serv1ces cou1d be harmfu] 7
Exper1ence has shown that psychologists, or at least psyehb]odica]
daga, receive closg scrutiny at formal hearings for’at least two reasons:
(1) psycho]ogtcal data ds usua11y cruc1a1 in determ1n1ng the existence of a
"spec1a1 educat1on hand1cap, and (2) any party Ynvolved w1th\the hearing has
‘the right to confront, cross-examine and compél the attendance of W1tnesses

(Julka, p. 11). Psycho]bgists who speak ouq‘in the midst of.controversy

have some protection against reta11at1on and this r1ght may eveo extend

1

to pr1vate1y employed school psycho]og1sts (Education Da11y, June 10, 1981)

v Aggeais Both parents.and school personnel have the r1ght to appea]
v-the;outcome of a formal hearjng to the state education agency., Flrther

4

appea] is still possible by bringing a 1ega] suit in state or federa]

court. ‘ﬁo110w1ng an appeal, psycho]og1sts come, under eJen c1oser scrutiny,
u;ual]y by more’ tenacious inquisitors. The 1ncrease in formal hear1ngs:and
appeals has thrdst_schoo]~§§y6hb1ogist3 in practicalTy every state into the

forefront of far-reaching court rulﬁngjl The consequences do not always have

)y .
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national significance, but the proceedings are intensified becfse the

o ~——
Titiggnts usually incur expenses and the schod1l may ge subject to damages.
- - " Bias and Discrimination. Lo |

- There are‘:erroué legal mandates and ethical standards that require

psychological €valuation proéedures to be unbiased and nondiseriminatorx{

There i also a c]ose]y're1eted prohibition egainst the .use of iole R
evaluation criteria in tfie placement of handicapped stgoents.. Collec-
tively, these handates have had the greatest impact on ohanging the
trad1t1ona1 ro]e\E? schgo] psycholog1sts There 1§ a Tong h1story of\ .
court ru11ngs and professional cébntroversy on this issue, and the most V
recent shock waves have been cadised by the Lgrrx_ﬁ_gg_gileg_1itigation._;

Bias and discriminationlis not restricted to formal testing, however,

and can be found in oecision-me?ﬁng procedures as well, Prasse (1978)

. "
. 7

argoes thet -

‘ School psychologists should become more critical of "favorite"
instruments, and unoersténd the racial and cdltural bias of the
instruments and the potehtia1 for misuse and abdse...Schoo]
'psyoho1ogists must acquire a knowledge and understanding oft
he habits, customs and 1anguages'of,groups whose cultures are

) different from those of the psycho1ogists and/or°the:educa7
Egona] system (p. 59)°
Th1s is sage adv1ce for school psychologists as they extend th\-h seryices
1nto home-sohﬁol co'nsu1tat1.on.j In fact, it can be argued that it is an
ethical obligation for psycho]ogists to 1mmed1ate1y exam1ne their att1tudee
;and style of practice for even thé sublests forms of bias for racial, ’

ethnic. sex, religious or other reasons. This obligation not only applies

to white, Anglo-Saxon and protestant professiona1s working with minoriﬁff

S . P . ¥ Py




4

J

. v . A ’ .

clients, but applies equa]ly to minority psycho1ogists~working with-a diverse

c11ente1e: y 7 . )

v Confidentiality and Data Privacy ¥
’

\ There is more Teg1s]at1on for the twin concerns of conf1denti?b1ty and
data privacy than any other policy 1ssue 1n pub]}c‘schoo1s Consequent]y,
%hrs *is often the most como11cated and. confus1ng issue to reso]ve. Fog

_ psycho]og1sts,'conf1dent1a11ty and data privacy are both bas1ca11y concerned

* with access to 1nformat1on about 1nd1v1dua1s. It wou]d be a fut11e exerc1se '
to try to briefly explain the legal and eth1ca1 prob]ems related to th1s
issue,,and it would be better 1eft to legal experts cFor T ‘hé purpOses of
this paper, the following remarks out11ne the sa11enu features of this po11c&

1ssue. Confidentiality primarily refers to protection of testimony or ° d

professiona1 opinion'about an individual. Data prfyacy’is more concerned
with the,ie1ease and_storage of 1nformation...There'are nomerous (or'perhaps ;
innumerable is more correct) legal references'which“are found in a]l forms, .
~of 1eg1s1atmon that d1rect1y affect the way the psycho]og1st shou]d share
1nformat1on about his/her clients. 0ne reason there are so many references
is the special attention g1ven\to pub11c schoo]s, since they are the primary
child deve]opment agenc1es in our society. Io,111ustrate the comp]ex qature

of ‘this issue, the fo]]ow?ng'vignette will be used. This case is taken from

. the author's experience and .the references to state,and‘federal Taws actUai]y

~

ex1steo/§k the time: - R __— ' LT ro
- ' .

A Schoo1 psycho1og1st emp]o{?d by a mental heatth center that

contracted with schools for psycho]og1ca1 services recejved a

7
request fro a schoo] suﬂ?rintendent. The psxcho]og1st ‘was asked

to determine the extent of chem}ca] abuse'among'junior high students.

[y

. In a subsequent,counseling session, it was revealted that a 13-year-old

. &
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*'\,.
femaye student was pregnant and h1gh1y dependent on 11ght drugs. )
The gir] s mother suspetted the pregnancy but the psycho]og1st -

cuss it in accordance w1th the girl's request;\s1n

L]

l
I}

refused to di

with uneflancipated m1nors) ‘The school prfncipai demandéd information
frdh the psychologist to determ1ne if the student was using drugs on .l
b schoo] property. The psychologist refused all réquests for 1nformat1on‘
' c1t1ng pr1v11eged communicat1on with the student, but the princ1pa1 ;
cha]]enged this by c1a1m1ng that the psycho]og1st-c11ent re1q§1on- I
ship was with thé school and not w1th the student. o
During this same, perjod, the psyfho]og1st rece1ved a subpoena to °
appear in court for testimony'regarding chi]d custody'bgsaUSe the
parents had 1n1t1atedﬂd1vorce proceed1ngs. Short1y after theé subpogna,
the‘]fycho1og1st was contacted by a we]fare worker who-requested
nformat1on about the pregnancy, s1nce a c1a1m was made about sexuaT
. contact/w1th a close re]atﬁve of the gir] '"After the psycho]ogzst
refused this request the we]fare worker c1ted a!state Taw wh1ch
requ1res all conf1dent1a1 data to be re]eased in cases of suspected

chitd abuse. Furthermore; the worker argued that the state Board of"

4

" Psychology's Code of Ethics obligated the psychoﬁogist.to release

.informétion which would improve the'student's menta1‘hea1th

*

The sfudent s mother, threatened legal action aga1nst the schoo1

A}

because parental permission was -never given for‘her daughter to

. }
.receive- psycho1og1ca1 iounseTjng The $chool attorney countered 1
by ¢iting a state law ﬁgich gives. students the right to seek treatnent

fon_pregnancy%%r aTcohol abuse without’ parental consént. The same ‘Taw

givgs the psycho1ogist the option of disclosing information to the p‘ients -




‘or schoo] officials. By this time the psycho]og1st had f1n1shed
|
a handwr1tten summary of f1nd1ngs which was not shared_w1th anyone.
$/
The mother' s,attorney sthted that a psycho]og1ca1 report wRs - part

of the student's scho 31 record and that state 1aw, federa] Taw and“

1

state board of educat1on ru]es made student records ava11ab1e tow

y parents. After reta1n1ng.an attorney, the psycho]og1st “was advised

B} . Z ,
. U that the federal Taw on discTosure of scfbol records.applied'qm]y ;

to goverhmentai units, and the psycho1ogist was exempted because he/she

technicail rked/for a menta] hea]th center. (Some discussion ensued
!

over the status of a mental" hea]th center as a_ governmenta1 agency.

‘The State Bdard of Psychology ru]ed\that employment by a menta] )
hea]th center was Qr1vate and not pub11c practice. ) The psycho]ogist S
attorney successfu11y prevented the sharing of the handwr1tten summary

‘“with the argument that is was not a report at all, but merely the
psycho]og1st s cqse notes wh1ch may: be kept confidential and und1sc1osed

While this particular case’ was extraord1nar1]y comp11cated, 1t is not.—

facetious. As schoo] psycho]og19¢s become more invoTved w1th fam11y-or1ented

0

services, they w111 become more enmeshed in fami]y prob1ems where the shar1ng

4

of information and op1n1ons on c1fents is restricted. The restr1ct1ons are

high]y‘yaried from state to state, and there are add1t1ona1 Tegal references\
specﬁf1ca11y a1med at school records and student data which _may be contradictory.
The consequences of 1mpropr1et1es in sharing’ 1nformation on a client can

be serious and cost}y, S0 psychologists are well adv1§ed ta learn the COrrect

(/
- procedures for disc1osing information om their student-clients.

~

Expand1ng Role of Public Sohoo]s L e

AN

. In the 1970' the "back to. basics" movement in public dchools was

Caused by more‘than~dec11n1ng achievement scores. ~Among educators who




%

g ’-' -

favored a return to emphas1z1ng baS1c stud]es\gt was part<:11y -a counter -

' movement against the expand1ng ro]e of schoo1s. Mucﬁ was r1tten about the

s

prov1s1on Qf human serv1ces in public schoots {Hobbs, 1975 Lombard, 1979,
* 198035 Trachéman, 19%1 White,’ 1973)‘ and the school psycho]ognst s ro]e

has’ bgen great]y affected by a "menta] health revo]ut1on (Hobbs, 1964)
. »'
thab created a demand forncommunity and parent- based interventions often

Jntimately 1nvo1ved with sehoo]s (Cowen and Lor1on, 19753 19763 PryzWansky,
o=

1974) It would be short-sighted of schoo1 psycho]og1sts to Just concentrate
T on spec1a1 -edycation 1eg1s1ation, since myriad sources of 1eg1s1at1on

1mp1nged on schgg}’psydhologicaT pract1ce as it expanded 1nto this area ",\

~and as schools a$sume moﬁ‘}human serV1ce respons1b111t1es.
p

" Not only are school ycho]og1sts 1ncneasing the1r 1nvo]vement with

parents ahd fam111es but there 1s a. para]]eF increase in other social

.

1nst1tut1on5'for many forms o$\fam11y sérvices that will over1ap with the

-

school's respons1b111t1es. Schoo1 psychologists will face increased demands
afon e%pert testimony and sharing of psvchological‘findings wjth other human
service agencies_in such areas correctiohal oricrfminal p1- ements, diyorce

. action and chf]d custddy studies, adoption and foster placements, rEbortjng

and 1nvestigation of ch11d abuse or neg]ect.

L

With the eiband1ng role of school psycho1og1sts and the mass§ve 1egis-
! 4
- lation requiring services to'hand1capped students,:there wi]]_fo11ow an

_increaséd expectation of services ?romAStudents and their parents.” This
1ncreased expectat1on of services ¥s now. threatened by shrinking fﬁnancial
'J,resources }o schoo]s and by A Yenvhsive conservatism among our nation's
‘po]icy-makers. If one thing 15 certain, however, 1tg1s clear that school
. L

psycho]og1sts bave an opportun1ty to broaden their practice and he]p 1mpr0ye
)

¢ the human condition with our psycho1ogical expert1se.. This-is ‘a very i
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-, ° important opportunity because the survival of our profession.partially s

]
3 N

2 ' depends on it, but more jmportan)]y becausé the school sett\ing provides
the meaﬁ# to reach students and families that have needs for this expertise.
. . < . . v
~ », School. psychological ‘services can be avaﬂab]S practically.everywhere in

the country. We must complement, our professional zeal and advocacy with
" . < : vt
political acumen and activity so that policy-makers will continue to, 28

. .~ " make this opportunitj/ available, and to assu're that our-services are not
- . - r . i . - )

. ’ .
» ot compromised as legal mandates change.
: . . 1,

L - .
- A,
o
.
. vy

e )

Id ; :
,
' £
. . » 5 -
- . . h
v * ’ L4
v
A . ,
» A
——y ~
~ v I e
4 -
2 . .
’
° F - ¥
’ 4 N
s
- %
- b ’ P ” "
- . -
e [

- . . .;‘ ;.J .
\ L oae » Iy f:i . .=
. . . ) . “&w i

¥




°
~

References

Ba.l:don, J. I. Schook psychology . The post- ..era.' SChAl

PsychologyaRev:Lew, 1980, 3 (2&, 159~ 167 ,«’ ,
Bersof""ﬁ. N. Professionel ethics and legal reSpOI‘ISJ.bJ_lltleS. On the

-

. .horns ‘of ‘adléemma. Journal of School Psychology, 1975, 4. 359-376.

coven, E., & Loxion, R. P. Multiple views of a school fentat health

pro;ect A needed focus :ancmnunity programs Coxmmity Mental

‘ Health Journal, 1975, 11 (12), 203-207.

Cowen, E:., & Lorien, R. P. R:hanging roles for the school mental

health professional. Journal of School Psych:logy, 1976, 14 °(2)

131-137. : ‘

Education Daily. Privaite school psycrplogiist'n}ay sue on retaliation claim,

June 19, 1981.

Hobbs, N. Mental heélth's third revalution.

Orthospsychiatry, 1964, 34, 822-833.

Hobbs, . The futures of children. San Francisco: ossey-Bass,‘1975

Julka, M. J. 2&n overview of due process oonsiderat ons under section
{. -
504 and Public Law 94-142. .In National School/Boards Association, '
Schools and the law of the ‘h_anvdicapped 1980

¥ .

Lombard, T. J. Famﬂ.ly—oriented errphasis for schoo psychologists:"‘* A .
“needed orientation for training and fessional -;?(\- Professional
Psychology, 1979, 10, 687~696: T

Dombard, T.J. A les)son for every state from Minnesota's Preschdl

_Screen!nng Program. Jouzma;l of School: Health ' 50, 459—-46




wader, B .V} Legislatlve man&ates: \Impllcatlons for. changes in school

psychology tra:.m.ng programs __“Bz‘ofsssn.onal Psycmlogy,/1979, 10,

681-686. - 3
Prasse, D. P. Federal leg }atloh apd school psychology Inpact <

' andq,mpllca;cion Professional PsYdisolcgy, 1978, Novanber, 501-601.

Pryzwansky, W; . A rwonsigeration of the consultation rodel for
del:.very of school»-based psycholog:.cal services; American Jowrnal

N

of Ortl'x:psychiatry., 1974, 44, 579-583.‘

Pryzwansky W. P.,J& Besrsoff LD. . Parental consent for psychol ical

s e

evaluations: ‘Legal, ethical and practlcal consldera‘&.ons. Journal
of Schopl Psychology, 1978, 16, 274-281.

Trachtman, G. M. "The cluded crystai ball: Is there a school psychology
in our future? Psychology in the Schools, 1979, 16, 378-387

Trachtman, G. M. On such a full sga In J E. Ysseldyke, R.’A. Weinkerg,

.

. (Eds,) The future of psycmlogy in the Hschools Procegd:i.ngs of the
Spring Hill Syrrposimn School Psychology Review, 19841, 10, 138-181.

F’ederal programs for youngchildren* Review and recommen-—
dations Volumes I,%:I & III. Washington, D. C.: Department of
caticm andWelfq,re (maﬁ-os-ﬂ -170) , 1973.




